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An attributional (cognitive) mc™ : of motivation

Bercard Weirer, Irene Frieze, An.y Xukla, Linda Reed,

Stanlcy Rest, and Robert M. Rosenbaum '

university of California, Los Angeles

Theories of benavicr generally can be categorized as either
rational or mechanistic in orientation (see Bolles, 1967). Frequently,
the conirasting terms central-peripheral, purposive-instinctive, and
expectancy-associative also describe the distinction between conceptions
which view man as self-generating and cognitive as opposed to being
activated by external stimuli and passively carried along an unknown
path towards the goal.

Since 1950 the tread in the study of personality and motivation
has been to focus upon the cognitive aspects of organisms, particularly
humans. Higher mental functions such as information processing,

decision making, and judguent formation have been studied in detail.
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Current conceptions of actioa stress the organisms® propensity to
increase rather than decrcase incoming information, to approach rather
than avoid stimulation, and to be active continuously rather than
remaining at rest until a state of disequilibrium is produced or until
acted upon by some external agent (see Sanford, 1963; Sells, 1969).

In this paper an attempt is made to formalize a cognitive model

o wotivation which incorporates these current directions in the analysis

of action. The temptation to employ the currently popular phrase "towards

a theory . . ." has been resisted, although it is clear that the present




work represents a primitive stage of theory building, rather than a
final or near-complete statement. Four previously unreported experi- |
ments also are presented to lend credulance and clarity to the concep-
tion. In addition, the relevance of the ideas to learning theory,
frustration and conflict, achievement motivation, self vé. other per-
ception and educational practices is discussed.
Terms in the model

The model receives its impetus from Heider's (1958) analysis of
action, and from research and thought in the area of locus of control
(Rotter, 1566). Four behavioral determinants are specified as affect-
ing tne actor's expected outcome, as well as the actual outcome (0), of

an achievement-related event. (The behaviors under consideration are

-

primarily pertinent to achievement concerns, although behaviors insti-

gated by other sources of motivation also will be discussed). The four
determinants of the actual and anticipated outcome (success or failure)
of an achievement-related action are postulated to be ability (1),
esfort (E), task difficulty (T), and luck (L):

O=f(A, E, T, L)
The distinction between general and specific components of ability is

reasonable to assume (see Mischel and Staub, 1965, and Rotter, 1954

for a similar dichotomy in the analysis of expectanciesj, but will be
. neglected in this paper.
The four components in the model can be classified into personal
(internal) determinants (ability and effort), and envirommental (external)

causes (task difficulty and luck). Further, there may be a subdivision

into stable (ability and task difficulty) and unstable (effort and luck)
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components. These categorizations are summarized in Table 1. The reader

will note that this analysis is similar to one proposed earlier by Heider

(1958), which distinguishes between "caa" (ability in relation to task
difficulty) and "try" (effort). The model also captures the distinction
between internal and external causation (Rotter, 1966). |
The importance of differentiating between these four determinants
of behavior has been well documented in the existing research literature.
lee dichotomy between internal and external control has been found rele-
vant in the analysis of resistance to extinction, social action, achieve-
ment performance, and a wide array of other behaviors (see Crandall,
Katkcvsky, and Crandall, 1965; Lefcourt, 1966; Rotter, 1966). The value
of distinguishing between the stability versus the iastability of the
factors has not been directly investigated in experimental settings. How-
ever, the fixed versus variable nature of the camponents theoretically
should affect the expectancy that behavior will remain consistent over |
trials. There is supporting experimental evidence, for example, that

Positive recency effects are displayed in games of skill and negative

recency effects exhibited in games of chance. This follows from the

belief that the outcome of a skill task is perceived to be, in part, a

function of the ability of the player (a stable determinant), while
chunce outcomes are decided by an unstable (luck) component. Similarly,
atypical responses (decreasing level of aspiration after success and

increasing level of aspiration following failure) are more likely to be

displayed when the respective outcomes are attributed to good or bad




luck, rataer than to high or low apility (Phares, 1957). Further, it is
anticipated that atypical responses will “e more likely to be exhivited
if prior performance is perceived by the actor as due to heightened or
depressed effort, rather than caused by the fixed factor of task diffi-
culty. |

The distinction between the two internal elements, ability and
affort, also has been shown to be useful. For example, in the area of .
moral obligations, inactions attributed to a’lack of effort (e.g., not
returning a debt when the money is available) are less likely to be con-
doned than failures due to an inability to act (e.g., not possessing the
- money) (Schmitt, 1964). Similarly, Weiner and Kukla (in press) have’
demonstrated that in achievement-related actions both the amount of pride
and shame, and the magnitude of reward and punishment dispensed to others,
are related to perceptions concerning ability and effort as causal factors.
The greatest reward is given to an individual of low ability who expends
effort and succeeds. Maximum punishment for failure is administered in
situations in which ability is not accompanied by effort, as though this
causal pattern actually were "immoral." Further, in achievement-related
enviromments effort is more likely to influence rewards and punishments
than is ability (Jones and deCharms, 1957; Weiner and Kukla, in press).
The evaluative inequality between ability and effort in both achievement
and moral evaluative domains is understandeble if one were tc assume that
behavioral control over effort (an vnstable factor), but not ability (a
fixed factor), were possible.

Inferences about the relative strength of the four determinants

following any outcome may be made by the actor about himself, or by an
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observer. Inferences by an observer, or attributions about the causes
of another behavior, may be considered an aspect of social perception,
and has been subsumed within the area of social psychology (see Jones
and Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967). In addition, these perceptions can act
as motivators if the inferences drawn are conveyed to thé actor. For
e;ample, indicating to another thet his failure was caused by a lack of
ability certainly may have different psych logical (behavioral) conse-
quences than reedback that failure was due to the difficulty of the task.

A recent investigation by Rosenthal and Jacobs (1968) is relevant
to this point. These experimenters aroused false teacher expectations
concerning a group of students who were presented as having special
abilities. In fact, the students were randomly selected from a popula-
tion of school children, and did not necessarily possess any particular
talents. Subsequent testing aliegedly revealed that the school children
associated with the fraudulent expectations displayed greater intellec-
tual growth than a control group of students not linked with the false
characterization.

The teachers' vehaviors waich gave rise to these supposed intel-
lectual gains is yet unknown. The model presented here, nowever, does
provide some clues to this problem. The false expectancies undoubtedly
legd the teachers to bciieve that the selected students had high abil-
ity. Hence, it is unlikely that the occasional failures which these
average students undoubtedly experienced would be attributed by the
teacher to a lack of ability. It is conceivable that informing children

(and adults) that their failures were not due to low ability will indi-

rectly augment later performance. This might be particularly true if




the failure was communicated as gaused by insufficient effort or bad

luck. (This contention will be discussed again when reporting the self-
attributions of individuals classified as hign in achievement motivation).
The mair point which is being proposed at this time is that attributions
by others concerning the causes of an event can have subéequent behavioral
consequenczes.,

Attributions by others are only one source of information used
by an individual to reach conclusions concerning the causes of his per-
sonal behavior. As inferences about others can be subsumed within the
area of social psychology, inferences about oneself fall under the gen- '
eral heading of self-perception, and properly can be included within the
domain of personality and psychodynamics. The inferences reached by the
actor about the causes of prior events influence expectations about
future outcomes. Hence, behaviors such as resistance to extinction
(persistence) may be affected by the perceived magnitude of the proposed
attributional elements, as well as by the pattern of inferences reached
concerning prior performance (see Experiments IIIa and IIIb in this
paper). It is postulated that future expectations about success are a
function of the subjective strength of the four causal elements already
delineated.

Mathematical relationship bétween the terms

The mathematical relationship between the elements of the theory
has been left unspecified. It is proposed that the components combine
either conjunctively or disjunctively, with as yet undetermined dis-

tributive rules. Heider (1958) has contended that both "can" and “ery"

are necessary for an action to be successfully completed. However, it




is evicent that at times ability and effort are perceived as compensa-
tory or disjunctive (e.g., "I am bright enough to receive a good grade
in this course without studyinz."). It also is ccnceivable that a pos-
itive outcome might occur mereiy because of good luck.

An example of a more complete model might take thé following form:

+ 0= (+Av +E) A (4L v +T)
That is, if the outcome is a success, then the individual must either
possess high ability or expend effort, and he must either have good luck
or the task be easy. Hence, for the result to be positive one internal
and one external factor must have been advantageous toward goal attain-
ment. In a similar manner, an anticipated suncess would presuppose that
the individual perceived that he had ability or expected to expend
effort, and that he anticipated good luck or an easy task. If the model
read:
+ 02 (+A v +T) A (+E V 4L)

then one could conclude that, regardless of the quantity of effort
expended and the magnitude of luck, for success to occur one must either
have high ability or the task must be relatively easy. That is, one
stable component (as well as one unstable component) favorable toward
goal. attainment is a necessary condition for a positive outcome. The
two forms of the model presented above are neither advocated nor the
best possible combinations of the components in the model. They do,
however, indicate how a more precise model, with the aid of symbolic

logic, may be employed to predict final performance.




Antecedent conditions_(oPerational definitions)

Waat information does the individual possess, or what knowledge
must he have available, to attribute the causes of an achievement-rela-
ted event differentially across the four specified dimensions, and to
form expectations about future events? At present only an incomplete
account of the data which an individual utilizes can be offered. IV is
postulated that perceived ability (skill) at a given task is a function
of’the percentage of success at that task, 'and the percentage of success
experienced at similar tasks. Further, the temporal pattern of past
outcomes also can influence attributions about ability. For example,
ma#imum performance exhibited on a prior trial, and performence on early
trials, are taken as indicators of a person's general skill at the task
(feigenbaum, Johnson, and Weiby, 1964; Jones, Rock, Shaver, Goethals,
and Ward, 1968). Knowledge concerning prior success, however, must be
considered in conjunction with information about task difficulty to
reach conclusions about one's own, or someone else's, relative ability.
It is postulated that task difficulty is a function of social norms con-
cerning prior outcomes. The greater the percentage of others who are
believed to have successfully completed an activity, the less subjec-
tively difficult the task., Self-evaluation then iavolves a comparison
between task ability and task difficulty. If performance is consistent
with social norms, i.e., success when others succeed and failure when
others fail, then the outcome will be attributed to the properties of
the task, and insufficient information is provided to reach amy self-

evaluative deductions. On the other hand, success given that others

fail, or failure when others succeed, should produce clear self-




evaluative coxclusions, aad result in relatively intense positive or
negativc afiecc.

In the prior paragraphs information necessary for the formation
of judgzents adbout the two stable benavioral determinants was outlined.
Concerning ta> uastable elements, it is postulated that luck is inferred
from the pattern of prior reinforcements; the more random the pattern of
outcomes, the highner the probability that luck will be perceived as a
causal influence (Bennion, 1961). Instructions indicating that the task
is determined by chance also affect lﬁck attributions. It is believed‘
that such instructions, if accepted, will initially result in the percep-
tion of outco.es as predominantly externally determined. However, sub-
sequent infornation conveyed by the pattern of reinforcements may alter
this judgmen: {sce Experiment IIIb reported here).

Formalization of the conditions necessary to attribute an outcome
to effort are somewnat more difficult to determine. Covariation of per-
formance with incentive value, or covariation with effort cues such as
perceived muscular tension or task persistence, conceivably will lead to
inferences that effort was a dominant behavioral determinant. Such
covariations also are expected to minimize attributions of the outcome
to luck. Furcner, it appears that self-attributions to effort are a
function of the degree of success at an activity (Jenkins and Ward, 1965;
Weiner and Kukla, in press). This is evident even though the pcrformance
at the task cmployed in the Jenkins and Ward (1965) and Weiner and Kukla
(in press) iavestigations was determined by chance alone (although this wes

unknown to the Ss). It is probable that in one's life history performance

correlates with effort; hence, success or failure may result in effort
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attributions in situations in u'llic:'h effort was not a bebavioral deter-
minant. It is difficult to specily, however, how much effort an indi-
vidual expects or plans to expend on subsequent occasions.
Swurmary
I has been convended that individuals are able to process a

wealth and diversity of information to reach inferences about the

causes of their own and others®' behaviors, that the causal categories

in achievement settings include ability, effort, task difficulty, and
luck, and that the attributions made have motivational significance.

Four experiments will now be reported which are pertinent to these con-
victions. Experiment I examines attributions made by an observer fol-
lowing the success or failure of a hypothetical performer. Experiment II
t then investigates a participant's attributions about his personal per-
formance. Finally, Experiments IIIa and IIIb relate the pattern of self-
and other-attributions to subjective expectancy of success ai 1 resistance
to extinction. As indicated previously, the experiments are not reported
in detail. Rather, a sketch is provided to convey an overview of the
nature of the research, some of the main empirical findings, and their
relevance to the proposed theoretical orientation. It will be evident

to the reader that the experiments provide some answers, but bring into
Zocus an even greater number of unresolved issues for future investiga-

' tion.

Experiment I |

Procedurc

The Ss were 30 male and female students enrolled at UCLA. They

were told that they were participating in a "c}gcision-ma.king" experiment,

hatandanib e aaa L L e
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and givea information which specified the percentage of success which
.
a hypothetical person had experienced at=taf poiatoL, 2 task (100%, 50%,
0%), the perceatage success which that person had encountered at sim-
ilar tasks (100%, 50%, or 0%), axd the percentage of otaer individuals
successful at the particular task (100%, 50%, or O3 %) Tﬁe nature of the
task was left ambiguous. Further, the Ss were told that the individual--
attempted the task again, and had either succeeded or failed. Thus,
there were 54 combinations of information (3 X 3 X 3 levels of descrip-
tion X 2 levels of immediate outcome). The Ss then rated the degree to
which the immediate success or failure was attributable to ability,
effort, task difficulty, or luck. Ratings were coastrained from O (not
a canse) to 3 (very much a cause). (Note that the judgments are inde-

pendent of direction, such as good or bad luck.) Each of the four causal

elements was rated for every informational combination. Because of the
apparent difficulty of the task, each § rated only one-half (27) of the
combinations. These items were randomly determined, although every
jnformational grouping was judged by 15 of the Ss.
Results

Only a small selected sample of the many results will be pre-
gented. Figure 1 shows the magnitude of the attributions made to the
féur dimensions as a function of immediate performance outcome and the

percentags of prior success. fae figure indicates that attributions

to luck and effort', the unstable variables, increase as a function of
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the discrepancy between the outhpe and prior perforrance. That is,
greatest attriobutions to luck and eifort are reported when an individual
succeeds after never succeeding in the past, or fails aifter havirg a
history of repeated success. Tae reverse pattern characterizes task
fficuity and ability attributions. Greatest attriobutions to these -
stable components in the model occur when past benavior is consistent with
current outcome. (All interactions are significant beyond the p< .00l
level). A parallel pattern of results is observed when information is
provided about performance on similar tasks, although the effects are
somewhat modulated (interactions range between p < .0l and p < .05).
Figure 2 illustrates the interaction between the percentage of
prior success and the percentage of others designated as having succeeded

at the task. Figure 2 illustrates only a portion of the data given a

success outcome; the left half of the figure portrays ability attribu-
tions, while the luck attributions are shown on the right. The figure
indicates that the causal significance of ability varies as a function
of the percentage of prior success, as was shown in Figure 1. Further,
ability attributions also are related to the percentage of others who
are successful F (3,28) = 5.93, p < .01). Greatest judgment of ability
as a causal factor occurs wnhen the individual always has succeeded while

others cousisteatly have railed. Abilily is least lilely to be inferred |

i Ak ke £d.

as the cause of a success when the irdividual has never succeeded in the

past, while others always have been able to perform the task. Attributions
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concerning luck are somewhal more ccaplex, and less readily interpretable.
In the right half of Figure 2 it can be seea thai givea no previous suc-
cess, luck attributions for the immediate success experience do not covary
with performance of others. Oa the odt.er hacd, givea consistent prior pos-
itive outcomes, attrioutions to lucik vey wozstciically with the perform-
ance of others. Analysis of variance indicate that this interaction is
significant, F(4,112) = 6.12, p - .00i.

One additional result is shown in Figure 3. Figure 3 portrays
the degree to which causal attributions to tie Zour elements are a func-
tion of task outcome. Figure 3 indicates tinat jrcater absolute attribu-

tions to ability, effort, and luck are made Zollc:ing a success than
after a failure (p < .005). It appears that it is casier to allocate
causation after a success than after a failure experieice. However,
inferences about the difficulty of the task ars rot significantly rela-
ted to task outcome (F< 1). This overall paitern of results aise sug-
gests that attributions tead to be more internal for success than for
failure (i.e., high ability and high effort absolutely greater than low
ability and low effort). |

Discussion

No attempt will be made here to ful}.y/&‘i'scuss the data generated

oy this experiment. The most evideni conclusion is that individuals

are able to form systematic causal judgments in complex situations.

N
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Further, inferences about the atp;ibutional elements are dependent upon
the outcome of the event, prior performance, and the behavior of others.
It is again contended that the attributional analyses which each indi-
vidual performs to make sense out of his world (see Heider, 1958) has
meaningTul implications for future behavior. That is, they have moti-
vational consequences.
Experiment I1

In Experiment II the Ss actually attempt an achievement-related
mathematical task which is ambiguous with respect to the factors which
contribute to success or failura. Upon completion of the task, the Ss

evaluate their performance, and judge their ability, effort expenditure, .

and luck, as well as the difficulty of the task.

Procedure

138 paid males participated in the experiment. They were tested

in groups ranging in size from 8 to 16. The Ss were first given a
measure of resultant achievement motivation (Mehrabian, 1968), and sub-
sequently classified into disparate motive groups. After the individual
difference assessment, the following insiructions were read:

"I have in front of me a list of 50 numbers, either O or 1,

in an order which is unknown to you. Your task is to guess

whether the next number on my list is either O or 1. You will

write down your guess on the answer sheet which I have passed

out, and then I will tell you what the number actually was.

If your guess is correct, place a check on the line next to it. ;

ponw

" You will then be asked to make your next guess, and so on until

all 50 guesses have been completed.




Now this is a test of your synthetic as opposed to your
analytic ability. By tnis we mean that there is no one
L definite pattern, like 010101, that you could easily '
detect and get all the answers correct from then on.
But the list also is notl random. Instead theré are cer-
tain general trends ané tendencies in the list--perhaps a
e N greater frequency of one kind of pattern over another.
To the extent that you can become sensitive to those ten-
dencies, you can make your score come out consisteatly
above chance., Of course, your score also will be heavily
influenced by luck. Even if you learn just exactly as
y much about the patterns as we expect, you could get a
much higher total score just by being lucky in your
guessing. Similarly, your score could be much lower
just because of bad luck. To get a really accurate idea
of just where you stood, you would have to take the test
a number of times so that the good and bad luck would
average out."

The list of O's and 1's read to the Ss was randomly constructed,
so that the outcome was determined solely by chance. However, the
instructions created an ambiguous situation which allowed performance
to be perceived as either attributable to skill aaéfg%f;?%éaﬁfg%§333ffby'
(also see Jenkins and Ward, 1965; Weiner and Kukla, in press). Subjects

were allowed 15 seconds to make each guess, with the correct answer read

after each trial.
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- Ugon completion of the task the Ss added tneir correct amticipa-

tions. <hey then evaluated their performance (extreme success to extrewe

failure), and estimated their ability (how good are you at this kind of
task?), cffort (how hard did you try to succeed?), and luck (how lucky
were your pure guesses?). They also indicated the diffiéulty of the
task (incependent of your own ability, does this task require a high
degree of ability to do well?). Responses for the evaluative and causal
questions were recorded on Likert-type scales anchored at the extremes
and midpoints, and divided into ten equal intervals.
Result

Subjects rating their performance as six or higher were classi-
fied in -~ Success cwndition, while those with ratings of five or lower
were categoiized within a Failure condition. (The correlation between
objective and subjective success was r = A, The pattern of attribu-
tions was very similar within outcome conditions whether Ss were sub-
divided according to perceived or actual performance. Subdivision at
six corresponded to the median of the distribution of evaluative scores.)
Subjects were further classified as high (above the median) or low (velow
the median) in resultant achievement motivation. Table 2 gives the mean

ratings for the four groups (2 experimental conditions X 2 motive classi-

ications) across the four causal dimensions. The table indicates that

ability and luck, as well as effort, are perceived as greater after

guccess than following failure, respectively, F(1, 13l4) = 30.19, p & .001;
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F(1, 13%) = 9.20, p 2 .01; F(1,.134) = 3.36, p <.10. However, the
main efrect of task difficulty due:. not approach statistical signifi-
cance between the Success and Failure conditions (£~ 1). (These find-
ings are suggestive of the pattern of results reported in Figure III.)
Further, Ss classified as hign in achievement motivation believe that
they have greater ability than Ss.low in this motivational classifica-
tion, F(1, 134) = 7.64, p < .0l. Perhaps of greater interest than the
individual comparisons within the dimensions are the generzl patterns

of attributions and the interactions exhibited in the Success and Failure
conditions by the disparate motive groups. Table 2 shows that given suc-
cess, Ss high in achievement motivation are more likely to attribute the
outcome to internal factors (ability and effort) than Ss in the low
achievenment grouping (respectively, t = 1.33, df = 70, p < .20; t = 1.89,
df = 70, p < .10), while Ss in the low motive group are more prone to
attribute success to the external factor of task ease (t = 1.33, df = 70,
p< .20). Further, the Ss high in achievement motivation vary their
effort attributions as a function of task outcome (r = ki, p ¢ .01),
while this perceived effort-outcome covariation is not exhibited by Ss

in the low motive group (r = .08). Hence, the S5 high in achievement

E motivation relatively attribute personal failure to a perceived absence
of effort. On the other hand, the Ss low in achievement motivation,
relative to the high group, attribute failure to the absence of ability
(¢t = 2.14, df = 64, p < .05). One other aspect of the data, the sig-

nificant interaction exhibited on the task difficulty factor,

F(1, 134) = 4.42, p < .05, is not immediately interpretable.
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Discussion

Again the most evident conclusions are that Ss can judge per-
formance on the four causal dimensions, ai.d that systematic empirical
relationsaips emerge from &n examination of their judgments. The data
presented here suggest that individuals high in resultant achievement
motivation tend to attribute success to themselves more than Ss in the
low motive group. Further, given failure, the Ss in the low group per-
ceive themselves as lacking in ability, while the high group believes
that they did not try hard enough. (Recall that in the discussion of
the Rosenthal and Jacobs (1968) investigation it was suggested that
communication of failure ds due to a lack of eifort rather than a
deficiency in ability might enhance subsequent performance. This does
appear to be the pattern of inferences maintained by high achievement-
oriented individuals).

The role of iudividual differences in attributional dispositions
had not been discussed prior to this point. The analysis presented thus
far has implicitly assumed that the behavioral mocdel whica has been out-
lined will be applicable or generalizable across all irndividuals, although
the particular pattern or form which any final attribution assumes is
expected to vary between individuals (e.g., the weights gives to the com-
ponents may differ). Perhaps the differences between the motive groups
displayed in this study can be accounted for by examining the reinforce-

ment histories of the two groups. For example, if individuals high in 1

achievement motivation have had more past success than Ss low in achieve- z

ment motivation, then they should be more likely to attribute success, 1

and less likely to attribute failure, to ability (see Experiment I). In
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addition, it has deen well docurented that Ss in the hign motive group ' i
prefef tasks of intermediate difficulty, while Ss in the low motive
group are attracted to relatively easy oOr difficult tasks (Atkinson,
1964). It is conceivable that for the high achievement grdup past \
performance 2t intermediate difficulty tasks actually has varied with
effort, while within the 1low motivational grouping task outcome at the
very easy or very difficult activities, which they presumably select,

has been relatively independent of effort expenditure. Hence, differ-

ential task selection could mediate the effort X motive interaction

imdicated in Table 2.

General summary

Experiments I and II exzmined some of the antecedent conditions
which systematically affect self- and other-causal attributions. Yet the
studies focused upon somewhat different issues. Experiment I primarily

investigated the linkage between the stated antecedents and the formation

of attributions, with particular attention paid to questions concerning the
assembly and combination of information. ZExperiment II, on cue other hand,
was more implicitly concerned with the linkage between the mediating

cognitions and behavior. (see Diagram below)

S An il

Antecedents Mediating cognitions Consequents
. Exp. 1 - '
E Past success ; ’
- —7Attributions
Social norms ;

; of causality £

Exp.2 : ~_
i7 - Persistence, risk-

e

Indiv. diff. in | ' )

) = preference, approach
. achievement needs - PP

behavior




Prior data in the research literature has demonstrated clear rela~
tionships between achievemen‘c-rela.t‘ced needs and behavior. It has been
shown, for example, that individuals high in achievement necds persist
in the face of failure, prefer tasks of intermediate difficulty, and
voluntarily approach achievement-related activities (see Weiner, in press).
Experiment II intimates that thece relationships are mediated by attribue
tions to the four czusal elaments outlined in Teble 1. For example, if
individuals high in achievement needs attribute failure to a lack of
effort (an unstable element), then they should persist at the activity. | “
Conversely, individuals low in nced for achievement should readily quit
failed activities, for failure is attributed by them to the stable element
of low aopility. These points will be elaborated later in fhe paper.,

In Experiments IIIa and IIib the relationsiip between reinforcement
schedules and mcdiating attributions are examined. Thus, the class of
antecedent conditions is broadened to include one of the most investigated
parameters in experimental psychology. In addition, these experiments
more directly examine the association between causal attribution and

behavior.

Experiment IIIa

It has been stated that the stability or instability of the fac-
tors affect the expectancy that the behavioral outcome will remain
unchanged on subsequent occasions. An attribution by the actor to ability
or task difficulty implies that outcomes exhibited on previous attempts
will again be manifested, while attributions to luck or effort intimate
that on later occasions the outcome might be different from that previ-
ously exhibited. It is therefore hypothesized that greater resistance

to extinction will be displayed in situations which can be interpreted

as controlled by chance (e.g., random partial reinforcement schedule,




luck inscructions), or waich rccuire a2 great deal of effort (see Lzwrence
and Festinger, 1982), than givexn circuastances in wiich nonreinforcement
is perceived as due to nigh <ask difficulty or a lack o ability. That
is, attributing failure to unstable factors siould resuw .t in slower
extinetion than attriduting failure to stzble faciors. It ziso follows
tact avtributions during noareinfcreement to low 2bilily and high task
difficulty should result in faster extinction than will the maintenance
of a high ability-easy task paticrn of inferences.

In Experiment IIIa resistance to extinction (irferred from subjec-
tive expectancies of success) is exemined in an achievement-related
situation. Prior to the extinetion procedure throse groups vare created
vhich varied in their percentage of positive reinforcement (1009, 50%,
0%). These schedules were expected to result in disparate attributions
during extinction, and hence differential persistence of benavior. In
general, this experiment attempts to demonstrate that the ovserved rela-
tionship between reinforcement schedules ard resistance to extinction is
mediated by perceptions about causality, which, in turn, affect subjective

expectancies of success:

Reinforcement Schedules 5, resistance to extinction
\ U2
perceptions about causality - — subjective expectancy of success
Procedure

Sixty-two male and female Ss participated in the experiment, although
only 35 Ss qualified for inclusion in the final data analysis. Each S
received a booklet containing a series of closed line drawings. The task
was to trace over all the lines of the figure without lifting the pencil
from the paper or retracing a line (see Birch, 196%; Feather, 1961;

Weiner, in press). Iusoluble £:igures can be constructed which naive Ss
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cannot discriminate from soluble figures, thus meking it possible for the
experi;nent,er to exercise some degree of control over tasxk outccume.

Taree experimental conditions were created by varying the percen-
tage of soluble puzzles prior to The initiation of the extirction proce-
dure. For one group of Ss included in the final analysis all puzzies
were soluble (S condition; N = 9); for a second group half the tasks
were soluble and half insoluble (R condition; N = 15). Two different
random puzzle orders were created. with thc.f. constraint that success or

failure did not occur on three consecutive trials. A third group re-

ceived all insoluble puzzles (F condition; N = 11). After eight trials
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¢ extinction procedures were initiated, with all puzzles being insoluble.
Sevea extinction trials followed; each 8, trecrefore, atiempted a total
of 15 puzzles.
Prior to every irial the 3s estimated their probability of si~cess
(Ps) on a scale ranging from 0-10. The next puzzle was not visible when
making thais estimate. Then, following that trial, for which 30 seconds
“;Ez'allowed, perceived task outcome was indicated, and‘the perception of
- the causes of the outcome were reported. The four déimensions of ability,
effort, task difficulty, and luck were rated on each trial. Ratings
ranged from O-7 in both the success (e.g., high ability-ability not a
factor) and failure (e.g., ability not a factor-low ability) outcomes.
The scales were anchored at the extremes and subdivided into seven
intervals.
Results
| 27 of the initial Ss could not be used in the final data analysis
because of subjective or objective failure on a soluble puzzle, or sub-
Jective success on an insolub™e puzzle. There generaily is misperception
on approximately 10% of the insoluble puzzles (also see Weiner, in press);
24 of the 27 Ss had to be eliminated because of "success” on one or more
trials during the extinction series. Sixteen of these Ss also made
"errors" during the initial eight trials.
Figure 4 shows the probability estimates for the 35 usable Ss in
the three reinforcement conditions. It can be seen that the experimental

awanipulation systematically afiected the Ps ratings. Subjective expcc-

- e o o o o o O o o " e =




22b

tancjf"of success increases in the S condition, rexmzins relatively con-
stant and near .50 in the 2 con“i.":.:f.on, and steadily declines in the ¥
condition. Further, during extinction the Ps in all conditions decreases.
Table 3 gives thne mean attrioution ratings for the four d;lmen-
sions during extincticn. (Attridbution data during the establishment of
the experimental conditions will not be repcried here. There also was

little variability within the dimensions during the seven extinetion trials,

- e o - - & & & & & =& o =
.

and only the overall means are reported). A Kruskal-Wallace anzlysis of
variance (which has 2 X> distribution) between tae three reinforcement
conditions yields significant ma:.n effects of task difficulty and luck
(respectively, H = 6.20, p = .05; H = 7.86, p ~ .02), waile the ability
and effort main effects only aporoach statistical significance (respec-
tively, H = 2.58, p < .30; H = 4.95, p < .10).

Inspection of the total vattern of results reveals that the F
group is most likely to infer that the stable factors (low ability and
high task difficulty) were the causes of their failure. Further, they
_were least likely to infer that the outcome was attributzble to a com-
posite of the unstable factors of low effort and poor luck. The Ss in
the S condition were least likely to infer that failure was due to the
stable attributional elements. That is, they relatively maintain a high
ability-easy task inferential pattern. (In general, Ss in this condition
are reletively unable to attribute their failures to the specific dimen-

sions. Apparently it is difficult for Ss in the 100% reinforcement

condition to "explain" the repeafed sequence of failures). Finally, the E
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Ss in the R condition most velieve that bad luck and lack ol effort, the

unstuble Cactors, were responsible for their failures during the extinc-

tion trials.




_is supported by the Ps estimate. Subjective expectancies in the S and R
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Discuss_on

The causal data can be related to resistance To extinction if one
assunes tnat the probability of not-respondirng iacrezses as Ps cecreases
(see Jazes and Roiter, 1958). The data suzgest thal Ss in the F condi-
tion would be the first to stop respoading. Tzese $5 atiribute failure
to stabie faciors, and, relative to Ss in the otner conditions, do not
contend that bad luck or lack of erfort produced the poor outcomes.
Therefore, they should not expect the outcoze to improve oa subsequent
occasions, and, if given the cpportunity, should have quit the Task.

Differential resistance to extinction for Ss in the S and R condi-
tions, nowever, is indeterminant given the present attribution cata. 1In
che 8 condition the Ss display lgast attributions vo poor ability or
high tesk difficulty. As suggested earlier, They should therefore per-
sist at the activity. Yet Ss in the R condition make The nighest attri-
butions to vad luck and insufficient effort; this would theoretically
also lead them to persist at the task, for they saould expect change on
subsequent attempts. Thus, it is not possible to predict cifferential
speed of extinction between the S and R conditions, inasmuch as Ss in
each condition are associated with twoc “actors which theoretically
retard extinction. The data indicate that the post-hoc null hypothesis

(no difference in trials to extinction between the S and R conditions)

conditions are virtuslly identical following Trial 10, \t ¢ 1).

The lack of difference in inferred resistance to extinction

between the R and S conditions is not inconsistent with other experi-

mental evidence. It has been demonstrated that 100% reinforcement results




in greaccst resistvance to c¢xviscdion for tasks perceived ac skilli-
determi..2cd, waile a 507 reinforcement scnedule gives rise to greatest
persistence at chance tasks (Jomes and Rotter, 1958). Buat the puzzle
task employed in the present investigalion was neither perceived as
determined uniguely by skill nor by chaace. The ao"ity.and luck ratings

., Ce ]

indicatc that botn foctors war: believed to be scmewhal responsible Ior

L% ]

final outcome. (Perhaps includirg ratirng scales for both luck and skill
implies that the task includes both as deterzinants.) Henca, prior ex-
perimental results might lead to the prediction of no difference in resis-
tance to extinction between 100% and 5C% reinforcement conditions, given «
task azbiguous with respect to its chance vs. skill nature. Althougn
there were no phenotypic differences in the Ps estimates beiween the S
and R conditions during the final extinction trials, the attributional
data indicate that there were genotypic disparities between the two con-
ditions. Further, these genotypic differences should be manifest given
different instructions. That is, skill directions would be expected to
result in greater weighiing of the ability-task factors, and result in

3) sroup, vhile chance instructions

N

slower extinction for the 100%
should result in greater salience of the luck dimension, and cause
slower extinction for the 50% (R) group.
Experiment IIIb
Thus far self- and other-perceptions of the four atiributional
dimensions have been treated as if they were identical. However, it is

evident that perceptions concerning oneself and infereaces about others

‘may have different cheracteristics and determinants (see Heider, 1958).

For example, an individual has access to additional information (e.g.,
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conscious intentions) and may eapioy certain psycnological mechanisms
(e.g., ezo-defensiveness) wrhen formulating seli- as opposed to other-
judsments. Zxperiment IIIb, coasidered in coanjunciion with Zxperiment
IIIa, explores soze of the similarities and differences between selfl-

vs. interperson-perception of cousal attribuies.

Procedure

Subjects were 45 paid male and female studeats. The procedure
used in Experiment IIIa was essentially repeaved, save for one crucial

factor: the Ss in the present investigation daid not actually perform
the activity. Rather, they were presented one of the patterns of out-
come which the Ss in Experiment IIIa experienced (i.e., S, R, or F
condition). They were asxed to infer the causal elements responsible
for the "observed" behavior. Subjects in the present experiment rated

Ps only after Trials 4 and 8 prior to the extinction series, while Ps

and the four causal elements were judged following every trial during

extinction. During these judgments the Ss were not aware of the outcome

on trials subsequent to the one which they were rating. Prior to the
initiation of the Ps ratings the Ss were shown an example of the line-

drawing task. However, they were not permitted to see the particular

puzzles attempted, inasmuch as taeir own performance would provide addi-

tional cues with which to determine task difrficulty.

Results and discussion

Figure 5 shows the Ps ratings for the Ss in the three experimental

conditions. Again Ps rises in the S condition (N = 18), approximates

Insert Figure 5 about here
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.50 in the R condition (N = 16), and drons in the ¥ condition (N = 15).
)

Further, during cxtinction the 2s continually iecreases in 21l the con=
ditions. As in Zxperiment Iilc, Ps is lowest during extinesion in the
F condition. However, unlike *ze prior experimeni, txe Ps in the 100%
condition ramains substantially above the Ps in the 50% condition. The
expectancy ol success on the last trial is significantily different
between these two conditions (» =~ .02, Fisher Exact Test).

in Figure 6 the at ribuéions to the four causal catezories over
trials are portrayed, vwhile the bottom vortion of Tcvle 3 contains the
mean attributions in the three experimental conditions. The pattern of
inferences for the ability and luck dimensions (Quadrants I and IV) are

Insert Figﬁre 6 about here

virtually identical to those displeyed in Experiment IIZa. Again low
ability is least inferred in the S condition, and this atiribution varies
monotonically with the percentage of prior success, F(1,47) = 4.16,
P< .05). Further, attributions to bad luck are greatest in the R condi-
tion and perceived as minimel in the F condition, F(1,47) = 2.92, p < 10,
thus replicating the order of the findings of the previous experiment.
In sum, Ss in the F condition are perceived as failing because of low
ability and not because of bad luck. However, Ss in the S condition
relatively meintain a high ability attribution, while Ss in the R condi-
tion make greatest attributions to the unstable element of bad luck.

The resulis and cdiscussion thus far have been relatively consistent

between Experiments I, IIIa, and IIIb (see Teble 3). Perceived ability

is a function of the percentage of prior success when rating either oneself

P T S
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prior cutcomes result in attribuiions tvo luck. It is of interest o
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note that in Experiment IIIb abtiriduticns 4o bad luck in 4he R condi-
tion decrzase dwing the extinciion series. That is, as new information
is assimilatzd (coasisieat feilure), there arc decramenss ia the per-
ceived causax significance of iuczk, This intuwitive ly reasonable shift
was not displayed in nke sclf-ratings in oxperinent IIZa.

Quadrants II ard IIT reszactively 20reray the atLrlsutlono to

task difficulty and effort during the extinction trials. The task was

(unexpectedly) perceived as easiest in the F condition, although the dif-

ference in perceived difficulty vetweern conditions did no: approach
significance, F<1l. The lack of a significant main effect of task dife
ficully is at variance with the resalts reporved in the upper portion of
Table 3 for Zxperiment IXIa. There are nimerous interpretations of this
disparity. It may be that the judges in %h dresent experi.ent cannot
conceive of the varievy and range of diffic ulty of the line~drawing puzzles
which can be constructed. In addition, tre very domineat attributions
To inter2al factors for Ss in the F group may preclude strong attributions
to the external, task difficulty dimension. Further, the judgments in

L Experiment IIIa veridically reflect differences in the "difficulty" of the
activity prior to extinction; observers did not have commerce with the
tasks, and therefore lack information which aids in the formulation of
Judgments about the task.

E The discussion of effort attributions (Quedrant III) has been

postponed until last because it is the most post-hoc (although the data

are the most titillating). Recall 4hat in Experiments I and IIIa it was

demonstrated that performance either inconsistent with prior outcomes or

PPy
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having .. varicblc outcome resulted in cilrioutions to efforc. IT was

Pos:? ul“ved cant efforv cad lucl: abtrivullicss nad similer characieristics,

inzsmuch as both represeased wisooole conuonuaes. However, in the present
erimeal the most coasisient outcome during exiinction, vis-a-vis early

L3

ondition., Yei a that condition there is

o |

performcace, occurs in the =

0

a relatively hign atiributioa vo a lack of cflort,.overall, F(1,47) =
7.37, P~ .Oi, Further, iz tac S condivica atiridbutions o a lack of
effort increase as repeated failures are cbserved (see Figure 6). Our
prior thoughts would have led to the opposite prediction; decrements in
the perception of effort as a causal determinant should be exhibited as
the stable patiern of failures is displayed.

The pattern of atiributions concerning effort, considered in con-
junction with the Ps data, sugges%s the following interpretation. Effort
is perceived as a stable component vhen meking judgments about others,
but an unstable element in self-judgments. That is, when others succeed
they are perceived as "people who try at this task," and when failing
they are perceived as "having the disposition not to expend effort at
this task" (the task specificity of this inference is neglected here).
Judgments concerning the lack of effort of others then imply that perlor-
mance will remain unchanged on Suture occasions. Thus, on the basis of
their early performence, Ss in the S condition are judged as trying
hardest to su:ceed. However, with the new information of repeated fail-
ures, the attributions to lack of effort increase. On the other hand,
it is inferred that Ss in the F condition do not try, and that expecta-
tion is maintained during extiaction. It is not entirely clear way the

inferences about effort in the R condition so closely approximate the

judgments made in the F condition. However, it was previously contended
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that failure zives rise to cffort attributions when bchavior is variable.
Turther, effort may be a salient verformance dimension at tasks ol inter-
mediate difficuliy (see Experimont 1I). (It elso is not clear vhy effort

attributions do not drop more dramatically in the later trizls in the

R condition.)

If the above analysis is acecepted, iaen greater resisiance ©o
extinetion would be exvected in the S than R condition. Subjects in the
S condition are believed to have the rost ability and the disposition to

try nard. (Note again that observers have &ifficulty assigning causation

for the behavior in the S condition.) On the other hand, persistence is
maintained in the R condition primarily vecause of the bad luck attribu-
tion. Finally, Ss in the F condition are perceived as deficient in
ability and effort, and do not hive.bad luck. Hence, they should persist
.. least at the activity.

Tn sun, Experiments IZIa and IIIb reveal similerities between self-
and other-perceptions concerning the determinants of ability and luck (see
Teble 3), and the inferred effects of these attrioutions on future expec-
tancies. On the other hand, inferences concerning vask difficulty are
not consistent (presuwmcdbly because of the informetion zained when aciually
= confronting the activity), and conceptions of effort are quite disparate.
Self-perception of failure as due to a lack of effort intimate that success
is believed to be possible on later occasicns, for it is contended that
each individual believes that he is eble to control (increase) his effort
expenditure. Yet other-judgmenis of effort suggest that energy expendi-
ture is perceived as a relatively stable atiribute in a given sivuatioa.

It is believed that one who hos succeeded in the past tries hard, and

. relatively maintains this characteristic, while one who has failed in
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future. Thus, it ic comtended hat ore porcsives nis owm effors expexdi-

ture as under volijionul control {free will), waile oikcrs serceive

behzvior as “devermined." (T2 reader skoulé note that ihis interoreta-
\ P~

tion is not entirely ccasisicnt with the resulis of Tigerizent I. It
is evident thzt elfort is the mosi eomplex of the tehavicral determi-
nants, a2nd judgments moy greatly differ as a functicn of the amount of

information given, the type of exgerimental paridigm, etc.)

Further thouzhts zbout extinetion

An oft-cited theory of extinctici proposed by Amsel (1958) posiu-
lates thzt non-rewcrd folloving 2 serizs of rewarded trials elicits
frustration. Amsel arzues thzt frustration has drive Yropercies, and
has demonstr2ted that response sirength initially incresses zollowing a
nonrewaréed.response (Ansei and Rousell, 1952). Further, Amsel (1958)
vostulates that extinciion occurs because the anticipation of frusira-
tion eventually results in the withholdinz of the instrumental approach
respease.

The conception which h2s been advocaied in “kis paper provides an
alternative, cognitive intervretation of experimenis which demonstrate
increments in response strength during extinction vrocedures. In the
study cited above conducted by Amsel and Rousell (1952), a 100% reward
schedule was instituted during initial learninz. This schedule would be
most likely to result in the subsequent failure to obtain tha2 goal to
de attributed by the actor to bad luck and/or a lack of effort (Eideri-
ments I and IITa). The enhanced response strength following nonreward

intimates that the animal hes made an attribution to insufficient effort,

and this inference has produced increments in subsequent per<ormence.
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With cor.::rmc.,. nonrewzrd tThis aturidbution should be alicred, and it is
conzended thai stoble Tactors (lo “..' ability, nizh ftask difficulty) will
then ve verceived =s causing tac final outcome, Heace, extinetion will
be observad. Amsel and nis collezzues have also showa that the mazni-
tude of respcase strenzth during initial extinction verZormaace is
positively related o tThe nuider of rewarded trials and the length of
the runwoy (see Amsel, 1958). It is postuiated thzt both these mznipula-
tions increase the tendency to avtribute failure to a lack o effort,
rather tnan to the other causal elemenis. Tne relzted finding that the
more effort wnich the task requires, the greater Tae resistance to
extinetion (Lowrence and Festinser, 1982), 2lso can be interzreted as
being mediated by an effort atirivution. In general, it is suggested
that any manipulation which resul%;: in the perception of failure as caused
by a lack of eZfort (or bad luck) will produce grezter resistance to

extinction.

Attributional errors and animal asycholcyy

Suggesting that animzls (rais) attribute noareinforcement to a lack
of effort indeed might be atiributing sreater cogrnitive camplexity and
thought processes to these rodents than they actuzlly possess. However,
there is evidence that organisms otker than humans are capable of differ-
entiating between the causal dimensions outlined in Table 1. For example,
Maier , Seligman, and Solamon (1).3) gave dogs classical aversive condi-
tioning training in which shock unavoidably followed a conditional
stiumulus. Following training these animals exhibited relatively slow
learning of an instrumental escape response. These data can be inter-

preted as indicating thut a procedure which imposes an “external causa-

tion" set retards subsequent learninz when the animals are placed in a
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attridut onal errors wre deing zide toezuse tho dogs have toea taught
the aver:ive outcozgs cre exterazlly coatroilied.

Sernans animals can airicrentiate beiween unsitzble-stzble conbie
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tions ac weli as interzal-oxternzl situziions. The former cognitive dis-
erimipation mzy be inferred frcx tae greater resistaace to axsinection
vhich is disjlayed unéer 507 tzzn 100% reinforcement sczedules., (Needless
to say, inferring cogniticns of znimals is a vulnerable practice whaica

badly necds "veriiication.")

Achieverant nradispositions and rainforczment schedules

IT has been contended that achaieverent motives ani reinforcement
schedules botz affect mediating cognitions concerninz “re causes of behav-
ioral ouctcomes. Tnese mediational processes then influence subsecuent
behavior. More specifically, our prior discussion indicated trat indi-
viduals zigh in need for achievezant tend to persist gziven failure.
Similarly, animel experimeniation had demoastrzied that resistance to
extinction is greater given 50% thzn 100% reinforcexent prior to the onset
of tae extinciion procedurs. Tncse antecedent-consequent relationships
are believed to be mediated by attributions to unstable elements (effort

and luck) which then give rise to persistent behavior:

Antecedent coaditions Mediating cognitions Consequents
Individual differ- . e . Persistence
.Perceptions of causality
ences in achieve-- (resistance to
> (Ability, effort, task— 2
ment needs : extinction)
7 aifficulty, luck) |
Reinforcement :

schedules

i
: 1.
{




Geners: Discussion

Attributiona’ coxlict

There are many sources of informction partinent to a:tribuﬁioml
decision meking, The experinentc reported here have sacwn that tae per-
centage 2nd vattern of prior outcomes, social norms, immediate performance,
and individual differences are zr.ongz the foctors waich determine inferences
about causation., It is likely txzt the knowiedge utilized for attribau-
tional judgments often will Ye coallicting. For example, in Experiment I
some items indicated that tze irndividual always succezded 2t the task,
vwhile always failing similar activities. Zurtser, a Derson higk in achieve-
ment motivation (Qisposition to attribute success irternally) might sue- .
ceed at a task which others also solve {external attribution situatiozn).
Still arother conflict arises tfae:; actuzal perlormance is at variance with
expected pverformance. This signifies thatl onz or more of the cognitive
determinants of action was misjudzed. To resolve such conflicts the
decision maker might seek out furtner information, alter his cognitions,
weigh some information more than others, or iznore same of the available

facts. These methods of reducing cognitive conflict resemble those sug-

gested by Festinger (1957) for the resolution of cognitive dissonance.
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Educaticaal implicabtions

Lohievenont motivation., A great deal is xncwa ajout the actions

of individualis classified as nizh or low ir resultant achievement moti-
vation. It has bYeen demonstrated that individuals hign in resultant
achieverent movivavion approach achievemenc-rczield activities, prefer
tasxs of intermediate difficulty, and exnibitv nosivive or acdaptive

reactions to failure. On the otxzer hand, ircividuals velieved tc be low
in resuitant achievemenat motivation avoid acnieverment-related activities,
prefer tasks vhich are relatively easy or diificult, and display Gecre-
ments in pérformance after failure (see Weiner, in press).

¥Yhile much information is available concerning the behaviors oI
the disparate achievement motive_groqps, very littie is krown about the
thoughts or belief systems which mediate their actions. The data
reported in Zxperiment II, as weil as evidence found by Veiner and
Kukla (in press), reveal that individuals high in resultant achievement
motivation have a greater tendency to attribute success to themselves

than individuals in the low motive group. The incentive or reward for

an achievement action has been presumed to be an affect labeled as

Mpride in accomplishment" (Atkinson, 1954). However, the reinforcement

value of a goal is a function of the degree to which the attributioa is
made to the self (Heckhausen, 1967; Rotter, 1956). Therefore, it is
postulated that individuals high in achievement motivation experience
greater reward for success and, heace, are more likely to undertake

achievement actions, than inldividuals low in achievement motivation:

achievement motivation "> approach behavior
RV 7
self-attribution — __——> rewvard for goal
for success




Sxperiment II also indicated tzmal Sz in the hiza molive group
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attritate failure to a lacx of effort. This couid accouav for the Jact
that they wcnd to persist when exgper?~ncinr repegted Jailures (see
Weiner, in sress). In a uricr sayer, wWeizer and Xuwis (in press) sug-
gesteld that The aiza achievenoit-orieatsd personl would atvripuve failure
to vad luck, and tnereforc exvernalize responsibilily for failure.
Wnile chis atirivuation to an unstable elexcn? aisdo would result in per--
sistexce in the face of failure, it does adot cepiure Tne data cexon-
stratiag response increments aiter failure, and is nov supported by the
results in Zxperiment II

Weiner aad Xulzla 21s0 have sugzested Thatl incividuals low in
resultant achievement movivaiion avoid achievezent-related Tasks decause
they zre prone to attribute Jailure to internal sources, and hence surl-

fer wore shname in achievexent-oriented situations. Thais supposition aliso

——

may be in need of modificztion. Subjects low in acaievezent motivatiéh
do texd to attribute failure to the internzl stzble component (lack of
ability). This should result in less persistence given unsuccessful
#ccomplishment. However, subjects hign in achievement motivation also
apparcntly attrioute failure internally, but to a2 lack of effort rather
than a lack of ability. Attribution to efiort may be a form of behavioral
control which produces enhanced performance, rather than avoidance of the
activity.

Summarizing the relevant data gathered thus far, it is suggested
that high achievement behavior is produced by developing self-atiribu-
tions for success, and imputing failure to either low effort or external

factors. COnverseiy, low achievemezt-oriented behavior is associated

iﬁ
i
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with relasive exsernal attridutioas for success, and o belief tnat low
ability was responsivle ror failure outcoxzes (sec Xatz, 1563).

X -

Attrihutional orro-s azd conflict in educaziornil seitings. Tae

attributions waich students, tcachers, and parents 1”0“t aoout per-

forrmance have inmedisbe implicacions in school settings. For example,

in a recent study 3eciman (in press) rmenipulated Uhe temporal pattern
of perrormaince feedoack given L0 teachers wao vere led to believe that
they were cozmunicating mathemavical skills to two students. Faise
feedbacik concerning the performance of one of taz studeats indicated
%hat his test outcomes were consistently hizh. Periformance of the second
student was conveyed as either chenging from high to Zow (E-L), low.to
. high (L-H), or remeined constantly low. Subsequent questicunaire data
revealed that the teachers velieved that they were more respoasible for
‘the benavior of the L-H thnan the H-L children. On tke other hand, a group
of "observers" stated that the teachers were more resgzonsible for tae
H-L thzn the L-H verformance! Tne reader is invitea vo imzgine a
teacher-observer (perhaps a mother) conference in which opposing attri-
butions are made concerning the good or poor perrormance of a pupil.
Experiments IIIa and IITb indicate that there also are potenti
conflicts vetween self- and other-attributions of effort. The reader
undoubtedly will be able to recall a conversation wita a student who
professed that he would study harder in the future and do well (self-
perception of effort as : unstable variable), while he (the reader) was

anticipating that the student would merely periorm in his usual unsatis-

factory manner (other-perception of effort as a stable variable).. j




)

In svill asother "siirilLugsional-crrox" study relevart to educa-
tional oroccaures, Strickiacd {1558) demonstrated that power over
another, even if not used, resulis in atiributions for successful out-
cones to that power source. Altridbutions cf ccafidence and trust to
another person agparenily are 2ot made ualess vhat perzon has had an
opportuiity €0 exhidit positive jerformznce uader nonpower corditions.
Yet in school seitings the power to reward and punish viz grading is
always in the teacher's possession. No wonder, tacza, that studenis are
often considered unirustworthy or undependable. The power situation

inherent in the studeat-teacher relationship fosters tais attributional

error.
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Tgble 1

ClLassification sckere For the determizants of beravior

Stabilily : Locus of Ccatxcl

Iinterral Ixoerazl

Stable ,oiiivy Task é¢ifficulty

Unstable Effors Luck

v . .
1eoie 2

¥ew: atiribution ratings in {kz Success azd Fziiure conditions
for Ss classified as aigh (above the median) or low (velow the median)

in resultant acaievemene xovivation

Corndition Eoility =lfort j] Posk GifPicuily ek
N | Hizp | N | icv | Sign g Zovr Fratas Lo Hiza | Low

Success 37 17.0 135} 6.6 | 7.1 | &.3 5.4 L2 5.2 | 5.2

Pailure | 33|5.9 [33] 4.9 |5.6 |8k | 5.0 | 5.8 b | bk
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rean atiridbutionel ratings durizng extineticn

as 2 funetion of roinforcexzn: schedule

Attribution dizension zeindorcer2nt schedule

Sel? retinys (¥xp. IIia) 1CC%5 (S) 585 I 0% (F)
Ability 2.3° 3.0 3.k
Task difficulty 5.8 5.2 6.8
Lack 2.1 2.9 1.
Effc:t 1.7 2.8 2.1

. Other ravings (Exp. IIIb) .

Ability i,0 3.3 5.7
Task difficulty | 5.5 5.5 L.7
-Luck 2.1 _3.0 1.7
Effort 3.0 4.6 4.6

'High means indicate failure is perceived as due to low ability,

hard task, bad luck, or lack of effort.
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Fizare Captioas
Att-ibutions to aviiisy, efforc, task difficully, and luck
s & Tuaction of “ae nerceatzge of nrior success and The

failure).

F
4
‘

@)
(&
w
¢

W
¢

o)
1D

¢

o]
:::
ct

o
11
w
~~
t
o
0
(]
(¢}
(7]

O
~

Astribucions to abilisy (left) and luck {rigat) given a suc-

cessiul outecone &s

»

function of tae percentaze of drior success
ané the percentaze of others successful av The Task.
Attributions to ability, effort, tasx difficulty, and luck

as a fuccticn of he immeéiate outcome (success or failure).

Supjective expectancy of success as & function of the percesntage

of reinforced trizls (experimental conditions). Tae vertical line

inéicates the onset of gxtinction. Trial Block 7 represents

three rather thar two trials.

Subjective expectancy of success as judged by "observers" as a

function of the percentage of reinforced trials (experimental
conditionsj. The vertical line indicates the onset of extimctiom.
stributions to ability, effort, task éifficulty, and luck

es a function of the percentage of reinforced trials (experi-

mental conditions). High atiribution indicates low abilily,

hard task, low effort, and bad luck.
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